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The  number  of  chicks  and  young  chickens  per  farm  flock  on  June  I  is  a  measure  of 

THE  TOTAL  HATCH.    ThE  DOTTED  LINES  INDICATE  THAT  THE   1938  HATCH  IS  EXPECTED  TO  BE 
FROM  5  TO   iO  PERCENT  GREATER  THAN  IN  1937,    ThE  MAIN  BASIS  FOR  THIS   INDICATION  IS  THE 
25  PERCENT  REDUCTION  IN  THE  OCTOBER-MaRCH  FEED-EGO  RATIO  FROM  THAT  A  YEAR  EARLIER,  AS 
SHOWN  IN  THE  UPPER  CHART. 
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THE   POULTRY  AND  EGG   SITUATION  AT  A  GLANCE 
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RECEIPTS  OF  EGGS 
AT  NEW  YORK 
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Figure  I 
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THE     POULTRY     a'n  D     EG   G     S    I   T  U  A  T   I   0  K 

Summary  , 
The  mo?t   striking  deTelopment   in  the  poultry  and  egg  situation  in  February, 
says   the   Bureau   of  Agricultural  Eoonomics,   was   the   sharp  decline   in  egg  prices. 
Lowsr   consumer  incomes   than  a  year   earlier,   large   holdings   of  frozen  eggs,   a  high 
rate   of  egg  production  and   thje  'completion  of  a  very  unprofitable   egg  storage  year 
have  much  mere  than  offset   the  effects   of  the   snail   flock   size.        It   is  believed, 
however,    that   egg  prices,    in  the  last  half   of  1938  will   be   above   those   of  1937,. 
The  fcasis  for   this   expectation  is   the   likelihood   of  lower   spring  production,    of 
Icweir   storage   stocks   of   all   eggs   on  August   1,    and   of  no   further  decline  in  con- 
stiSier  incomes  after  the   middle   of  the  year, 
■   _  '   ...    Chicken  prices    ordinarily  rise   from  December  to  May,   but   in  m.id -February' 
thejf  were  the  Icwest   since   July  1957,      Because   of  low  consumer  incomes   the   average 
segLSonal  advance  this   yeax    is   not  expected.        In  part  at  least,   tlie   seasonal  ad- 
ve-ncewas  anticipated  by  the   non-seasonal   advance   of  the   late   summer   end  fall   of 
1937.        Low  stocks   of  poultry,    both  in  storage   pnd   on  the   farm,   hovrever,  will  tend 
ibo  keep  chicken   prices   above  those   of  1937  until   the  middle   of  the  year. 

"    Chicken   prices   in   the    last   half  of  1958   are   likely  to  be  under  those   of  a 
j'ear  earlier   chiefly  because  the    larger   hatch  expected  this  year  -ivlll   increase 
marketings   of   poultry   in  this    period.      The  basis    for   the  expectation  of  an  in- 
crease in  the  19  38  hatch  of  about   5  to  10  percent   over  the    sm.all   hatch  last  year 
lies    in  the   m.ore   favorable   feed-egg  prir'.e   relationship. 
Feed  situ  at  i  on 

The   cost   of  pcultry  feed   relati.ve   to  the    price   of  eggs   normally  rises    from 
'Decerier  to  June.      In   January  1938  the  rise  was   somewhat  m.ore  than  average  but   itl 
February  was   less  than  average.      The    actual    level    of   the    feed-egg  ratio  for  the. 
week'  ending  February  19,    however,  was    about   20   percent   above   average   but   about   30 
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percent  belcvr  the   ratio  for   the  sane  week  a  year   a^^o.      For   the  months   Oc«tcher 
through  February  the  ratio  hs.s   averegoc.  ab^iut   25  percent  below  that   of  the   same 
period   in  1936-37. 

The  feed-egg  ratio  at  Chicago,   specified  -weeks/  average   1925-34, 

annual  1937  end  1938 


Dozens    of 

eggs 

requir 

ed  to   buy  100  pounds   of  poultry 

ration 

Year 

Y^eek   ^^nded  as   of  193^ 

Jan.: 
1      : 

Jan.: 
29    : 

Feb.: 
5    : 

i^'eb.: 
12    : 

Feb.:    Febo:    Apr,    : 
19    :      26    :      30      ? 

JulyiSept,: 
2:3: 

Oct,:   Dec, 
29    :      3 

Average 
1925-34    . 

Doz. 
4.16 

Doz. 
4.82 

Doe  . 
5.08 

Dez. 
5.29 

Doz,      Doz,      bcz, 
5.70      6.04        6,43 

Dc2.      Doz. 
6.71    5.68 

Doz.      Doz. 
4,24      3,64 

1937    .... 

6.98 

9.03 

9.03 

9.16 

9.40     9.13  ■  10.80 

10.18   8.17 

5,52     4.79 

1938 

4.89 

6.39 

6.68 

7.17 

6.70 

Hatchings  '  ; 

One  of  the  most  important  consequences  of  this  change  in  the  feed-egg 
ratio  from  that  of  early  1937  is  its  effect  in  increasing  the  1938  hatch.   The 
exact  extsnt  of  this  increase  cannot,  cf  course,  be  foreseen  now;  many  circum- 
stances may  occur  to  alter  such  predictions  as  may  be  made. 

One  basis  for  estimating  the  future  extent  of  the  hatch  is  the  report  of 
tscmmeroial  hatcheries.   In  Jojiuary  this  report  shovTcd  an  increase  cf  36  percent 
in  the  number  of  salable  cMcks  hatched  compared  vdth  January  1937.   The  increase 
in  number  of  eggs  set  during  the  m.onth,  however,  was  cnly  13  percent,  llo  esti- 
mates'are  available  on  changes  in  farm  hatchings. 

In  any  one  year,  a  good  measure  of  the  total  hatch,  both  farm  and  com- 
merriial,  is  the  number  cf  chicks  and  young  cbicl'ens  per  'farm  flock  on  June  1. 
The  chart  on  the  first  page  of  this  report  shows  how  these  num.b<.:rs  have  varied 
since  1926.  Ijcte  tlie  peaks  and  lows  occurring  at  rather  regular  3-year  inter- 
vals.  The  last  peal:  was  in  1936  and  it  is  boliuved  that  1937  represents  a  lew. 
The  dotted  lines  indicate  the  range  within  which  the  1938  hatch  is  expected  to 
come.   The  upper  line  corresponds  to  an  increase  frcm  1937  of  10  percent;  the 
lower  line  to  an  increase  cf  5  percent. 


The  basis  for  these  estimates  lie 
relationship  of  the  chimge  in  the  feed-c 
of  chicks  from  t?ie  year  before.  The  oer 
feed-egg  ratio  has  been  compared  with  th 
the  years  192  7-37,  and  the  average  relat 
lino..  Thus,  v/ith  a  25  percent  reduction 
is  likely  this  year  for  these  months,  th 
in  the  hatch.  The  effects  of  many  other 
hatch  keep  this  relationship  from  being 


s  in  th?  chart  on  page  5  shovring  the 
gg  ratio  to  the  change  in  the  number 
centuge  change  in  the  October-March 
3  percentage  c?iange  in  the  hatch  for 
ionship  has  been  indicated  by  the  heavy 

from  1957  in  the  feed-egg  ratio,  as 
ere  is  indicated  a  7-percent  increase 

circumtitances  v/hich  influence  the 
followed  exactly  in  any  one  year. 


RELATIVE  NUMBER  OF  SALABLE   CHICKS  IN 
COMMERCIAL  HATCH  ERI  ES,  1  929-37 
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Figure  2 


Changes  in  numbers  ofchicks  and  young  chickens 

Per  Farm  Flock,  June  i.and  Changes  in  average 

Feed-Egg  Ratio  in  previous  October-march 
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Figure  3 


Chicago  Teed-Sgg  Batio  -  Deviations  from  ten  year  weeldy  aTerage,   1925  -  1934 


10  Tr. : 

; 

: 

: 

: 

; 

: 

Week 

At.   ! 

1925 

:  1926  : 

1927  : 

1928 

1  1929 

:  1930 

:  1931 

!  1932 

:  1933  : 

1934  ! 

1935 

1936  : 

1937  '  1938 

Ho. 

1925-34: 

1 

:      ! 

t 

1 

4.06 

.16 

.58 

-.09 

.03 

1.07 

-.14 

.29 

-.54 

-2,34 

.99 

1.88 

1.16 

3.70   1.24 

2 

4.23 

-.29 

.73 

-.32 

-.05 

.75 

-.48 

.93 

.21 

-3.18 

.71 

2.37 

1.31 

4.56   1.17 

3 

4.52 

-.35 

.38 

-.33 

-.29 

.78 

-.35 

1.19 

.33 

-1.59 

.37 

1.62 

.64 

4.78   1.36 

4 

4.82 

-.14 

.21 

.04 

-.44 

.35 

-.66 

1.40 

-.02 

-  .77 

.04 

.88 

.04 

4.31   1.57 

5 

5.08 

.48 

.47 

-.34 

-.01 

-.16 

-.50 

1.38 

-.57 

-  .72 

-.01 

.58 

-.38 

4.08   1.60 

6 

5.29 

.07 

.70 

-.43 

.59 

-.42 

-1.08 

1.90 

-.57 

-1.36 

.64 

—  17 

-1.36 

4.11   1.88 

7 

5.70 

.64 

.24 

.06 

.87 

-.89 

-1.39 

2.03 

-.76 

-1.44 

.60 

—23 

-1.86 

3.56   1.00 

8 

6.04 

1.44 

.15 

.57 

1.24 

-1.66 

-  .74 

1.08 

-.76 

-1.88 

.52 

.01 

-1.24 

3.09 

9 

6.20 

2.30 

-.07 

.36 

1.08 

-1.42 

-  .08 

.24 

-.45 

-2.15 

.14 

1.10 

-1.09 

2.97 

10 

6.16 

1.49 

-.03 

.07 

.77 

-  .58 

.21 

-.41 

-.06 

-1.69 

.27 

1.11 

.13 

2.77 

11 

6.14 

.76 

-.10 

.24 

.88 

.60 

-.24 

-.54 

—  20 

-1.45 

.00 

1.11 

.25 

2.61 

13 

6.13 

.91 

-.57 

.07 

1.29 

.49 

-.01 

-.15 

-.80 

-I.IC 

-.07 

1.05 

.24 

2.94 

13 

6.23 

.51 

-.67 

.23 

1.17 

.21 

.14 

—08 

—  BO 

-  .73 

.03 

.87 

.25 

3.49 

14 

6.31 

.59 

-.80 

.34 

.99 

.31 

.29 

—43 

-71 

-  .71 

.17 

.67 

.07 

4.00 

15 

6.49 

.83 

-.80 

.17 

.96 

.36 

-.03 

-.39 

—  53 

-  .57 

.04 

.36 

-.34 

3.76 

16 

6.46 

.83 

-.79 

.16 

1.45 

.26 

-.12 

.01 

-.33 

-  .39 

-.62 

.69 

-.25 

4.07 

17 

6.43 

.63 

-.92 

.25 

1.40 

-.05 

.13 

.31 

—  97 

-  .42 

—  40 

.34 

-,42 

4.37 

18 

6.43 

.68 

-.87 

.67 

1.38 

-.25 

.24 

.25 

-1.44 

-  .23 

-.41 

.15 

-.59 

4.38 

19 

6.48 

.58 

-.97 

.96 

1.21 

-.73 

.28 

.38 

-1.44 

-  .18 

-.14 

—07 

—  79 

4.19 

20 

6.56 

.30 

-1.18 

1.35 

1.14 

-.97 

.50 

—02 

-1.35 

.40 

—  20 

-13 

-.70 

4.36 

21 

6.82 

.31 

-1.51 

1.89 

1.06 

-1.26 

.30 

-.66 

-1.24 

.61 

.54 

-.39 

-1.04 

4.28 

22 

6.98 

.10 

-1.78 

2.49 

.65 

-1.39 

.41 

-1.00 

-1.33 

.96 

.89 

-.64 

-1.38 

4.25 

23 

6.37 

.43 

-1.49 

2.27 

.74 

-1.26 

.14 

.54 

-1.97 

.71 

.95 

-.44 

-1.50 

S.88 

24 

6.76 

.41 

-1.34 

1.76 

.46 

-  .91 

.11 

-  .07 

-1.93 

1.00 

.48 

—44 

-1.29 

3.19 

25 

6.66 

.02 

-1.34 

1.65 

.46 

-  .79 

-.37 

.25 

-1.87 

.76 

1.25 

—21 

-  .65 

3.25 

26 

6.71 

-.47 

-1.38 

1.44 

.55 

-  .73 

-.24 

.03 

-1.72 

.98 

1.40 

-.49 

-  .39 

0.47 

27 

6.81 

-.62 

-1.24 

1.55 

.54 

-  .85 

.20 

—33 

-2.19 

1.36 

1.56 

-.66 

.34 

3.13 

28 

6.75 

-.27 

-  .91 

1.40 

.46 

-  .97 

.00 

-.75 

-2.24 

2.26 

1.05 

-.60 

.91 

3,88 

29 

6.61 

-.31 

-  .55 

1.43 

.63 

-  .56 

.45 

-1.44 

-2. 03 

i.eo 

.92 

—  45 

1.04 

3.19 

30 

6.56 

-.31 

-  .39 

1.56 

.23 

-  .51 

.16 

-1.30 

-2.23 

1.38 

1.41 

—  21 

.79 

2.21 

31 

6.38 

.00 

-  .50 

1.38 

.17 

-  .30 

-.10 

-1.21 

-2.46 

1.77 

1.28 

-.36 

1.33 

2.52 

32 

6.43 

.06 

-  .63 

1.13 

-.30 

-  .58 

.55 

-1.12 

-2.50 

2.27 

1.09 

-.51 

1.85 

2,51 

33 

6.18 

.50 

-  .67 

1.14 

-.15 

-  .74 

.78 

-1.60 

-2,47 

2.06 

1.11 

-.45 

2.57 

2.40 

34 

5.91 

.45 

-  .80 

1.37 

.07 

-  .49 

.64 

-1.44 

-2.35 

1.21 

1.37 

—45 

2.89 

2.01 

35 

5.68 

.39 

-1.01 

1.11 

.21 

-  .49 

.76 

-1.40 

-1.97 

.89 

1.55 

-.54 

2.31 

2.49 

36 

5.52 

.60 

-,.90 

.52 

.28 

-  .20 

.64 

-1.33 

-1.87 

.61 

1.61 

-.43 

2.22 

2.71 

37 

5.31 

.40 

-  .32 

.07 

.48 

.18 

.87 

-1.31 

-2.09 

.39 

1.80 

-.08 

2.42 

2.35 

38 

5.20 

-.18 

-  .96 

.09 

.68 

-  .01 

1.05 

-1.06 

-2.30 

.74 

1.97 

.33 

2.38 

2.10 

39 

5.02 

-.94 

-  .72 

.41 

.76 

-  .34 

1.46 

-1.12 

-2.40 

.63 

2.17 

.47 

2.35 

2.06 

40 

4.67 

-.67 

-  .46 

.46 

1.13 

.14 

.97 

-1.41 

-2.22 

-  .01 

2.05 

.67 

2.37 

1.53 

41 

4.56 

-.35 

-  .55 

-.04 

1.43 

.25 

1.21 

-1.63 

-2.22 

-  .18 

2.04 

1.04 

2.23 

1.25 

42 

4.32 

-.36 

-  .48 

—04 

.93 

.16 

1.05 

-1.35 

-2.05 

-  .01 

2.16 

1.20 

2.24 

1.36 

43 

4.24 

-.46 

-  .54 

.21 

.82 

-.24 

1.20 

-1.13 

-1.95 

.47 

1.58 

.88 

2.12 

1.08 

44 

3.97 

-.45 

-  .43 

.26 

.57 

-.03 

.79 

-  .80 

-1.94 

.37 

1.62 

.46 

1.88 

.•'a 

45 

3.79 

-.34 

-  .46 

.36 

.50 

-.07 

.40 

-  .61 

-1.94 

.36 

1.81 

.29 

1.52 

.25 

46 

3.60 

-.46 

-  .57 

.45 

.55 

-.10 

.25 

-  .52 

-1.87 

.31 

2.08 

.80 

2.19 

.54 

47 

3.60 

-.54 

-  .68 

.46 

.54 

.13 

-.06 

-  .73 

-1.96 

.65 

2.23 

.72 

2.07 

.89 

48 

3.64 

-.47 

-  .66 

.43 

.34 

-.13 

.28 

-  .91 

-1.98 

.55 

2.50 

.38 

2.38 

1.15 

49 

3.92 

-.21 

-.26 

.18 

.10 

-.33 

.70 

-1.00 

-2.27 

.43 

2.62 

.09 

2.52 

.93 

50 

4.13 

-.16 

-  .63 

.14 

.13 

-.65 

1.15 

-  .98 

-2.50 

1.06 

2.29 

.05 

2.95 

.42 

51 

4.18 

-.25 

-  .35 

.01 

.17 

-.65 

.85 

-  .91 

-2.40 

1.38 

2.14 

.23 

2.75 

.69 

52 

4.16 

.09 

-  .50 

-  .06 

.87 

-.42 

.43 

-1.20 

-2.33 

1.26 

1.84 

.60 

2. 82 

.73 
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Receipts  of   dressed  poultry  pt   New  York  in  the  first    5  weeks  of  February- 
were  9  percent  londer  1937  fJ^'l  2U  percent  binder   the    I325-3U  average  for  this 
period.      With  l^w  stocks   of  looultry  on  farms,    receipts  of  poultry   durinej  the 
first  ha,lf    of   this  year  will  prsoably  remain  "below  "both  a  year  earlier  and  the 
lO-year   ayerape.       ■       ■  ■  ■  .     . 

Heceipts  of   dressed  poultry  at   ITew  York,    avera.r:;;e   1925-3^,    annual   1937-33 


Year 


Week  ended  as  of   193^ 


Jan.   29    ;  Feo.    5   ;   Feb.    12:   Feb.lQ    rFeo.    26    ;Apr.    30    ;May  23      :  July  2 


1.000   lb >  1.000   To.  1.000   l"b.  1.000   10.1,000   lb.  1,000   ro.l.'QCO    -b.  1.000   l"b, 

3,32U        3,i46U        2,939        2,541        2,^32        2,2^5,      2,651    ,.    3,305 

3,720        3,220        2,236        2,259        1,770        3>^19        3,3^2        3,739 
2,639        2,6?i        2,055        2,333        2,3Uo 


Average 
I925-3U 

1937    .. 
193s    .. 


Fo  ult ry  sto  ra^e 

Storage  holdings  of  poultry  decline  from   a  riaxlmura   in  January  to    p.  low 
point   during  the   suinmer.      Durin-^  this  period  they  are  used  to.   supplement    the 
usually  low  receipts   if  fresh  poultry  and  honce  are  an  important    source  of 
supply  for   consurnptisn.      ■^"Jith   storo,ee    stocks  much   less   than  in  1937  there   is  no 
likelihood  of  such  a  lar^e  cajrry-^ver  st^ck  in  mid-summer  as  was   the 'ca.3e  last 
;7ear. 

3tora,ge   stocks  and  ~jut-of-st:)rai:e  movement  of  frozen  poultr;/  at   26  markets 


U.S. 
To  tal 
Jan.    1 

We 

ek   endin-" 

as  of   1933 

Year 

.-Storage 

stocks 

:        iJut 

of    storage 

movement 

Storage   stocks 

:        Jan. 

29 

:Feb.    5 

.-Feb.    12    : 

Feb.    19 

Feb.    19 

1,000 

1,000 

1,000 

1,000 

1,000 

1,000 

Average 
19  25- 31+ 

pounds 
121,146U 

pounds 
9^,917 

p:)unds 
1,313 

pounds 
1,717 

pounds 
2,33^ 

pounds 
S9,5US 

1937   .... 
193s   .... 

137,337 
123,500 

136,050 
3£,US0 

2,339 
2,032 

3,159 
2,536 

.  3.339 
2,639 

127,213 
30,373 

Chicken  prices 

'>n  Februarjr  I5  the   faxv.  price  of   chickens  vias   I6   cents,    the   lowest    since 
July  1937.      In  most  years  prices  e,dvance  from  Decer.ber   to   May.      It  i  s  believed 
that   part    of  the   seasonal   advence  this  year  has  been   anticipated   in  the  non- 
seasonal    rise  in  prices  in   the    late    summer  and  fall   of    1937.      Hence,   while   low 
supplies   of  poultry   in   storage   ajnd  on  the  farm,  will   tend  to    keep  prices   this 
spring  a.bove   those  of   last  goring,    despite   lower   consum.er  incomes,    a  less  than 
average   increase   in  prices  from  December  is   likely. 
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Bedause   of  a  prcbalile   increase   in  the  hatch  over  tfc'.t  of  1937)    chicken 
prices  in  the  last  half  of  193^  ^-^^   expected  to  be  helOTT  those   of  a  year  earlier. 


Farm  price  of  chickens  per  poiind 


Year 


Average 
IC125-3U 


1936 
1937 
1932 


Jan. 


Feb. 


Mar . 


May   •  July  '  Aug.  •  Sept. *  Oct. 


Dec. 


Cents  £eii.t2.  Cents  Cents   Cents  Cents  Cents   Cent  s   Cents 

I6.S   17.2   17.5   12.3   17.2  17.3  17.3   16.2   15.2 

16.5   16.9   16.6   16.6   16.1  15.1  1U.9   lU.O   12.6 

13. U   13.6   lU.U   1U.2   15.3  16.2  ij.k      17.6   16.U 
16.7   Ib.O 


Nonagricultural   incorae,    average  192'3-3^)    annual  193^-37 
(Seasonally  corrected  indexes,    1925^29  -  lOO) 


i 


Year 

Jan.    • 

Feb. 

•  Mar. 

• 

"May   *June    * 

July   JAug.    jSept.    ' 

Oct.    ; 

Dec. 

Average 

1Q2R-3U  . .  . 

91.0 

21.5 
92.9 
29.3 

90.2 

21. 9 
93.9 

90. u 

22.  5 
95.3 

29. 7     29.2 

2U.1     25.1 
96.9     96.9 

29.6  29.6        29,1+ 

26.2     27. U       37.9 

97.7  92.2        96.2 

29. U 

29.2 
96.3 

22.2 

1936 

mo.  9 

1937   

19^2 

92.3 

lisyiflis;  flgrK 

size 

The  laying  flock  size  is  us'ually  near  its  naxioum  for  the  year  on  January  1, 
This  year,  hoTever,  the  Febrioarj'-  1  numbers  exceeded  those  a  month  before.   The 
laying  flock  is  still  at  a  lov?  level  relative  to  past  years  (see  cover  chart  of 
January  193^  Poultry  and  Sgg  Situation);  it  is  5  percent  below  I937  and  10  percent 
below  the  1925-3^^+  average. 

Changes  in  the  nuiinber  of  layin-^:  birds  in  the  farm  flock  have  a  distinctly 
cyclicBil  character.  '•Then  adjusted  for  average  seasonal  variation,  low  points 
have  occurred  at  rather  reg-olar  3-year  intervals  in  the  first  qiiarters  of  1926, 
1929,  1932  and  1935.   It  is  likely  that  the  first  quarter  of  I932  will  mark 
another  such  low  in  n-ombers  of  laying  birds. 

As  pointed  out,  the  feed-egg  ratio  is  an  important  factor  in  determining 
the  size  of  hatch.   Similarly  the  ratio  influences  the  size  of  the  laying  flock. 
In  1932  the  usiial  decline  in  numbers  of  laying  birds  from  Jan\:iary  or  February  to 
tlie  low  point  in  September  is  likely  to  be  less  than  the  average  of  25  percent 
because  the  feed-egg  price  situation  ir.  so  much  more  favorable  to  the  po-oltryraan 
than  it  was  last  year.  With  more  favorable  feeding  conditions,  farmers  tend  to 
rrull  less  severely  than  otherwise. 
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Average  n"anter  of   laying  hens  in  farra  flocks   on  tne    Iv-t   rlsy  of  ronth 


Year 

Jan. 

!  ^■■''^'  ', 

Mar. 

May      \JvJie 

kn(r...    ;S6pt,    ;   liov. 

'      Dec. 

•5!r-uin''oer 

Kuaoer 

37.2 

S2.5 
73.2 

SU.7 
30.0 

Fonloer  IJtiinber 
77.^       73.'+ 
73.1        63.5 

E-a-aToer  Kur.'ber  i-rorroer 

60.3      66.1    75.7 

62.1        59.9     69.3 

llvnb  er 

Avera>°;e 
1925-3^ .^ 

1937   .... 
193s   .... 

27.5 

SU.2 
77.6 

SI, 9 

Hfr^s:  production  .       .'         •         \ 

The  rate  of   egi^  prodaction  per   lOO  hsris  and  pullets  of   laying  age  in  f  ann 
flocks  reached  a  nevi  high  level  for  Jeorijary  1-25  percent   ahove   laat  year's 
figure  and  33  percent   atove  the  1925-3^  Jehruary   1  avera^'e.      Egg  production 


Sggs   laid  per   lOO  hens   and  pullets  of  laying  age  in  farni  f 


locks 


Year 

Jan.l 

1   Fe'o.l 

• 

;  Mar.i 

'  Mav  1 

jJuly  1 

; Sept . 1 

;i>Tov.  1 

;   Dec.    1 

ITunuer 

H^onher 

NuMher 

Nu-iber 

ITunher 

lIuTiher 

Kunoer 

Inmber 

Average 

1925-3^-.  . . . 

.      16.5 

24. 2 

33.  u 

55.1 

42.2 

32.1+ 

17.0 

13.9 

1937 

,      22.0 

25.7 

39.2 

57.3 

UU.U 

36.1 

'21.1 

13.6 

193s 

22.7 

32.2 

per  hird  has  "been  ionusua,lly  high  since  January  1937.      -A-s  to    its   course  in  the 
.  spring  of   193"   'ti'-e   record  of   the  past   year  would  s'-oggest   that   no   prediction  can 
"be  made  withnuch  certainty.      The  following  tahle    shows,    however,    that   the   suti 
of  Isyings  per   100  "birds  in  April,   May  and  June  has   departed  on  the  avere,ge  "by 
less   than  2  percent  from   the  lO-year   (1925-3^)   R-Verage   and  even  in  record  years 
oy  less  than  U  percent  fron  the  lO-year  average. 

Sggs   laid  per  lOO  hens  and  pullets  of   laying  a.ge  in  farm  flocks 
(SuTi  of  layings  on  April  1,   May   1   and  June  1)    1925-37 


Fan"b8r        " 

Year 

IJ-jmber 

;     Year 

153.3 

193^ 

157.7 

1926 

155.1 

1925 

:                     159.4 

1935 

155.6 

1923 

:■                   159.5 

1931 

155.7 

1932 

159.7 

1927 

157.1 

1933 

;                      161.3 

1929 

157.3 

1930 

:                      162.4 

19^6 

157. 4  Av. 

IQPt^^U 

16^.1 

19-7 

Hence,    if   it   is  assumed  that   the  rs,t3  of   laying  in  thfese  3  nonths 
(April,   May   and  J-one)   of    1933  nay  "oe   as  much   as  5  percent   above   average  - 
an  exceptional  occiii'rence  -  and  if  the  .n'Jan"ber  of    Inyers   remains  about   lO 
percent  belov,'  average,    as   at  present,    then  total  production. of  eggs   in 
the    spring  of  1933  will  be   about    5  percent   less  than   it   was   a  year  earlier. 
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Receipts   of  eggs   at  New  Ycrk  in  the  first   3  weeks    of  February  were  9   per- 
cent below  1957  and  3  percent  below   average,      '.'in-dle   receipts  n>  rmo.lly  increase' 
from  week  to  week  at  this    season  of  the  year,   this  was  net   the  case   a  year  ago'nor 
in  February  1938,      The   course   of  egg  marVetings   in  the    spring,   of   course,    tends   to 
follow  that   of  egg  production. 

Receipts    of  eggs    at   New  Ycrk,    specified  weeks,   average   1925-34, 

annual   19  37-38 


Y'/eek  ending  as  of  1938 

Year 

•  Jan. 29 

;?eb.  5; 

Feb. 12  ; Feb. 19 

=Feb.  26= 

Apr. 30  • 

May  28 

'    July  2 

1,000 

1,000 

1,000    1,000 

1,000 

1,000 

1,000 

1,000 

Average 
1925-54 

cases 
112.2 

cases 
116.0 

cases    cases 
116.3   125.4 

cases 
134.1 

cases 
235.1 

cases 
217.9 

cases 
160.0 

1937  ... 

1938  ... 

152.0 
129.2 

140.7 
123.9 

1/123.4   116.6 
116.6   106.2 

1/115.2 
131.8 

213.0 

193.4 

151.5 

T/     C-day  v;eek. 

Egg  storage 

Stocks  of  sliell  eggs   in  cold  storage  at   26  major    storing  centers   are  below 
those   of  early  1937  and   also   below  tho   1925-54   average.      Stocks    of  frozen   eggs   on 
February  26,    however,  v/ere  more   than  twice   as   great   as   these   of  a  year   earlier. 
These, large   holdings   of  frozen  eggs  may  lead   to  a  reduction  in   egg  breaking  this 
spring  and   hence  to  an  increase   in  the    quantity  of  eggs  to  be   consumed  at   once 
or  to  be  stored  in  the  shell. 

Egg  prices 

The,'  farm  price  of  eggs  on  February  15  7/as  24  percent  below  that  of  a  month 
earlier  and  41  percent  below  the  seasonal  peak  in  November,  On  the  average(  1925* 
34),  the  decline  is  23  percent  from  mid-January  to  mid-February  and  33  percent  fron 
the  peak.   Egg  prices  usually  decline  ujitil  March  or  April,  and  in  these  months  . 
they  average  about  55  to  40  percent  under  the  previous  December.   In  1937  prices 
deolij^ed  throughout  the  spring. 

In  1938  it  seems  likely  that  tlie  low  point  in  egg  prices  will  be  reachad 
early  in  the  spring.   The  unfavorable  storage  ma.rgin,  tho  heavy  carry-over  of 
frozen  eggs  and  lower  ccnsiAmer  incomes  all  mil  tend  to  keep  prices  in  the  early 
spring  below  those  of  a  year  earlier.   It  is  believed,  however,  that  the  small 
flrck  size  will  so  reduce  production  that  by  late  spring  prices  will  rise  above 
those  of  1937,  With  smaller  storage  stocks  by  August  1  than  a  year  before,  the 
spread  in  price  betvreen  1938  and  1J37  is  expected  to  widen  -  assuming  that  con- 
sumer incomes  do  not  fall  by  m.ore  than  is  now  anticipated. 

Farm  prices  of  eggs  per  dozen 


I 


Year 

Jan. 

Feb.  '] 

Mar.  ] 

Apr .  ' 

M:iy 

* 

• 

July  ; 

Aug 

• 

Oct. 

Nov ,  ■ 

Deo. 

Average 

1925-34  ... 

Cunts 
51.0 

Cents 
24.0 

Cents 
19.3 

Cents 
18.7 

Cents 
18.7 

Cents 
20.0 

Cen 
22 

cs 
.0 

Cents 
30.0 

Cents 
35.4 

Cents 
35.7 

1936 

1957 

1933 

22. S 
25.1 
21.6 

23.8 

20.1 
16.4 

17.5 
19.9 

16,8 
20.1 

18. 
17. 

1 
9 

20.0 
19.4 

22 
20 

.4 
.4 

27.6 
25.2 

32.5 
28,0 

30.5 

26.0 

